Abstract
Introduction

1.
Innovation processes have become an integral part of today's ever-changing world. These days they reach far beyond the world of economics and penetrate the very fabric of society, which is why studying innovation in the humanities seems like an appropriate subject for this day and age. Following decades of active integration into the realm of sociocultural practices, innovation processes have rooted themselves into our everyday lives and laid the foundation for nurturing certain personal qualities and values. Aspiring to develop and create something new, embracing innovation, and being ready to update one's methods and sociocultural environment, which is what innovativeness is all about are among the key challenges of our time and some of the things that society requires from a modern individual. Innovativeness is a very personal quality that helps one get involved in an innovative society not only by adapting to it, but also by becoming an active participant in social processes. This paper looks into innovative qualities found in today's young students of the humanities and of technology.
Literature Overview 2.
Individual attitudes to innovation have seen a fair amount of attention in the past decade. Most studies of this subject fall into one of these three distinct categories: defining and testing methodological tools for studying innovation (mainly in sociology and cross-cultural psychology); developing innovation-related concepts and definitions; presenting results of applied research into an individual's attitude to innovation. Gerometta et al. (2005) , Prigulny (2007), Kotelnikova (2012) , Burns and Krampf (2015) , Kirko et al. (2012) , Glor (2015a; 2015b) , Baker and Mehmood (2015) , Baumgarten (1975) research the methodology of innovation and try to define its varieties and types. Taylor, (1970) , Carlson et al. (1971) , Zhuravskaya (2008) , Fujisawa et al. (2015) , Kuehlwein and Rosen (1993) look into the foundations of systemic analysis of innovation, including systemic component, systemic structural, and systemic functional approaches. An article by Kroytor (2011) suggests the unique concept of studying innovation on three levels: societal, institutional, and personal. Kuchko (2012) sheds light on the role and potential of sociological research in studying innovation practices and discusses the need for complex research into innovation which would involve a range of methods. Jacoby (1971) , Madrid et al. (2014) , Nesterov (2007) , Orlova (2013) , Baranova (2012) , Herrera (2015) , and Zagashev (2010) have all contributed their innovation-related concepts and definitions in recent years. These researchers believe that innovation is a psychological characteristic defining one's readiness to embrace today's modernization of life and affecting one's day-to-day activities. Zagashev (2010) suggests a typology of innovation readiness and matches it with phases of the innovation cycle. He also develops a psychological view on the concepts of "innovation", "innovative management", and "innovation readiness". Nesterov (2007) turns his attention to studying the concepts of "innovation", "innovative activities", and "innovation potential". An article by Orlova (2013) presents "innovation" as a sociocultural category that is vital for studying microdynamic processes in society and culture. Baranova (2012) reviews approaches to defining innovation as a category and reveals interrelations between the concepts of "innovation", "innovative activities", and "innovation potential" when viewed from the process approach.
Russia's innovation policy is actively changing today's sociocultural reality. This is why researchers believe it is important to keep track of whether innovation processes affecting people's outlooks have any success. First of all, research should be made into young people's innovativeness and it's potential. Strelkov et al. (2010) have come up with a systems analysis method to study modernization as a process of generating innovation and suggested a set of methods for evaluating higher education institutions' performance. Shapovalova (2013) believe that young college students' innovation readiness is an important condition of initiating and implementing innovation in a modern-day higher education institution. Moskvich and Viktoruk (2011) suggest that today's college students display a fairly high level of innovative activity. Volobueva (2012) looks at young people's attitude to innovation through the prism of their resilience to the everchanging modern world and its conditions. According to this author, there is a link between the innovativeness index and the level of resilience: the higher the resilience, the higher the innovativeness. Shcherbakova (2006) looks into resistance to corporate innovation and suggests a classification of the forms and varieties of resistance and a measurement tool for prospective resistance to corporate innovation. Abramov and Zudina (2010) have studied the behavior of social innovators whose life circumstances and biography prompted them to experiment with emerging institutional opportunities and to take advantage thereof. Basilyan (2013) in her analytical review of a 2011 nationwide survey suggested that Russian people have a mixed understanding and perception of innovation. "On the one hand, this is a cultural thing: Russians are moderate collectivists who tend to work in hierarchical teams with strict rules and subordination; they don't like taking risks or taking action when faced with uncertainty. On the other hand, people are not that well informed about innovation and tend to associate it with capital and finance only" (Basilyan, 2013, p. 130) .
Some researchers look into how various cultural practices affect innovative activities. For example, Lungeanu and Contractor (2015) have studied the gender factor in generating innovative ideas; while DiRienzo and Das (2015) have analyzed the role of ethnic and religious diversity in innovation. According to these authors, ethnic diversity weakens innovation, whereas religious diversity makes a positive contribution. Gulbrandsen and Aanstad (2015) , Hofman (2013) , McElroy (2002) , Moulaert et al. (2007) , Wisse et al. (2015) and others turn their attention to innovation and the world of the humanities, such as promoting innovation in universities or the arts. Phills et al. (2008) , Moon et al. (2008) , Smith and Seawright (2015) study innovative behavior in the aspect of consumer behavior and marketing. Ilbeykina et al. (2015) analyze by social innovation in the city of Krasnoyarsk (Central Siberia). Koptseva and Kirko (2014a; 2014b; research innovation processes within Northern and Siberian native communities and suggest ways of increasing innovative activities among these unique ethnocultural groups. Suslov (2013) also suggests a number of strategies to boost innovative activities in Siberia. Koptseva (2014) , Libakova et al. (2014) , Zamarayeva et al. (2015) refer to field research to uncover the living conditions of today's Northern and Siberian indigenous peoples and their innovative activities which are vital for improving their quality of life. The results of field research conducted by Reznikova et al. (2014) prove that people living in Northern and Arctic areas are still able to implement their innovation potential within a traditional economy based on reindeer herding, hunting, and fishing.
As of today, a lot of research has been conducted into the innovative qualities of Siberian people. But college students' innovation potential failed to attract as much attention. Meanwhile, students are the very people who soon will be defining new possible paths for Russia's Northern and Siberian regions. It is important to understand which psychological features found in Siberian Federal University students predetermine their readiness to innovate in the economy, society, and culture.
Research Methodology 3.
The research was conducted using questionnaires as the primary method. It also employed the Self-Assessment Innovation Scale by Lebedeva and Tatarko (2009) . The key idea of this method is to gauge a person's propensity towards innovation by self-assessing their innovative qualities. The authors identified a number of characteristics that help people stay positive towards innovation and get involved in the innovation process. These characteristics were used to design a test which asks respondents to indicate how much they resemble this kind of person and rate 12 statements on a scale from 1 ("not at all like me") to 5 ("very much like me") ( Table 1) . Person, who has innovative qualities, … 1 …believes that changes are the way to success 2 …supposes that today's loss is not necessarily bad for the future 3 … is willing to take risks for achievements 4 … likes to do everything his own way, originally 5 …prefers to relieve the monotony of life 6 …does not scare to meet with the unknown, the new 7 … believes that opportunities are given only to those who look for them actively 8 … is a creative person, he strives to create, to invent something new always 9 … is not afraid of mistakes and responds to them constructively 10 …has an inquiring mind, loves to explore something new 11 … is ready to invest in innovation 12 …feels quite comfortable in an unstable environment Source: the Self-Assessment Innovation Scale, based on (Lebedeva & Tatarko, 2009 ) Note: questions are ranked as follows: 'Not at all like me', 'Not like me', 'A bit like me', 'Like me', 'Very much like me'.
The statements were then grouped under three major factors: creativity (questions 4, 5, 8, 10), risk-taking (questions 3, 6, 11, 12), and future orientation (questions 1, 2, 7, 9). Bartlett's Sphericity Test and the KMO Index (Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin) were used to measure the applicability of this factor structure. Then the questions from each category were put together into scales, and Cronbach's was calculated to estimate the reliability and correlation of the resulting scales. The method was used to survey 186 Siberian Federal University students pursuing the humanities (95 respondents: 21 males and 74 females) or technology (91 respondents: 84 males and 7 females) in March 2015. The following stage of research involved factor analysis, result interpretation, and introspection (self-analysis).
Findings and Discussion 4.
By surveying 186 Siberian Federal University students and distributing the results between factor-based humanities and technical tables, we were able to calculate the arithmetical average for both respondent groups in each of the three factor categories (creativity, risk-taking, and future orientation) and identify their overall innovativeness. The results are shown in Table 2 . The overall innovativeness index (just like the other three indexes for creativity, risk-taking, and future orientation) can range between 1.00 and 5.00, hence the entire scale can be split into three equal parts: low, medium, and high level. Given that (5.00-1.00):3=1.3(3), the following ranges apply to each of the levels: − Table 1 , we can see that pretty much all the average indexes for both respondent groups fall into the medium level. The only index to break out of the medium level is creativity among humanities students. Interestingly, the same category of students also revealed the lowest risk-taking index. Therefore, humanities students have high levels of creativity, but tend to avoid risk-taking.
Another interesting observation is that the overall level of innovativeness does not depend strongly on a student's field of training (humanities: 3.39, technology: 3.32). This may suggest that the overall level of innovativeness has more to do with a student's college rather than their specific line of training. But to put this assumption to the test, one would need to run similar studies in other Krasnoyarsk colleges.
As we applied our multilevel scale (low, medium, and high levels) to each individual respondent rather than to their arithmetical averages, focusing on innovativeness indexes alone, we arrived at the conclusion that most students (that is, approximately two-thirds of our respondents) have a medium level of innovativeness, irrespective of whether they study humanities or technology; just under a third of respondents show a high level of innovativeness; and 1-5%, a low level (see Table 3 ). Let us move on to dedicated statistical data for each of the six subgroups (high innovativeness humanities students; medium innovativeness humanities students; low innovativeness humanities students; high innovativeness tech students; medium innovativeness tech students; low innovativeness tech students). Here we would like to focus specifically on determining which factor (creativity, risk-taking or future orientation) is most favored by respondents from each of the subgroups. To do this, we started by comparing each respondent's results against the three factors to identify their first, second, and third priority. Then we also counted how many respondents from each subgroup chose one factor or another as their first, second, and third priority. The results are given in Table 4 . Having analyzed the number-one priority entries in Table 4 , we have arrived at a number of important conclusions: 1. Whatever their innovativeness level (the low innovativeness group is not necessarily representative since it includes only one person), humanities students are far more likely to choose creativity as their top priority, followed by future orientation and risk-taking. Therefore, humanities students appear to be creative and futureoriented, but they are less prepared to take risk.
Creativity is a hands-down winner when it comes to high innovativeness humanities students, which is
particularly clear when you compare the three top-priority factors: 20 -3 -6. But when it comes to medium innovativeness humanities students, their top priority results do not differ so sharply: 49 -6 -27. Therefore, medium innovativeness humanities students are not only creative, but also more future-oriented.
3. The results for technology student subgroups are more diversified than those for humanities students. One of the things those three subgroups have in common though is that none of them identified creativity as their top priority, which is the opposite of what happened in all the three humanities subgroups. Therefore, creativity is not a dominant factor for any of the tech student subgroups. 4. Most high innovativeness tech students chose risk-taking as their number-one priority factor (15), whereas all the humanities student subgroups placed it only third. Creativity came second among high innovativeness tech students (14). Therefore, high innovativeness technology students are prone to risk-taking, but they also tend to be almost as creative. 5. Medium innovativeness tech students went for future orientation as their top priority (37), closely followed by creativity (33). Therefore, medium innovativeness technology students appear to be more future-oriented than any other subgroup, but they are no strangers to creativity either and have a medium tendency towards risktaking. 6. Tech students with a low innovativeness level (this is a poorly represented group including only 5 people) appear to be mainly future-oriented.
Concluding Remarks 5.
The research we conducted allowed us to arrive at the following conclusions regarding innovativeness levels, creativity, risk-taking, and future orientation among students training for a career in the humanities or technology.
Whether they pursue humanities or technology, most surveyed students (about two-thirds of them) feature a medium level of innovativeness; just under a third have high innovativeness; and 1-5%, low.
Creativity is the dominating quality for humanities students, irrespective of their level of innovativeness. Medium innovativeness humanities students are not only creative, but also more future-oriented. Also, humanities students are less likely to take risk.
Creativity is not a dominating factor for any of the tech student subgroups. High innovativeness technology students are prone to risk-taking almost as much as they are likely to be creative. Medium innovativeness tech students are more future-oriented than any other subgroup, but they are also no strangers to creativity. Their risk-taking level is medium. Low innovativeness tech students appear to be more future-oriented.
A student's line of study has very little bearing on their overall innovativeness level. This may suggest that innovativeness has more to do with a student's college rather than their field of study. But to put this assumption to the test, one would have run similar studies in other Krasnoyarsk colleges.
